































































our	sense	of	 “a-ha!”	and	“Eureka!”	—	that	provides	a	sense	of	closure	 to	an	 investigation	
(Kvanvig,	2011,	88).	The	“a-ha”	feeling	is	both	pleasurable	and	indicates	that	a	matter	has	

















stickiness.	 The	motivational	 draw	of	 quantified	 values	 has	 been	well-documented	 across	
many	 terrains	 (Porter	 1996;	Merry	2016;	Espeland	 and	 Sauder	2016).	 This	motivational	
4 
power	is	why	so	many	companies	and	governments	have	become	interested	in	the	technol-









epistemic	vice	and	carelessness.	 It	 is	a	study	 in	 the	vulnerabilities	of	 limited,	constrained	
cognitive	agents,	and	how	environmental	features	might	exploit	those	vulnerabilities.	It	is	a	
foray	into	what	we	might	call	hostile	epistemology.	Hostile	epistemology	includes	the	inten-

















data-sets,	or	 to	 increase	accountability	 (Scott	1998;	Perrow	2014).	But	 these	very	design	
































susceptibility	 to	oversimplification	as	 a	problem	arising	wholly	 from	an	 individual’s	own	




































































































































































































































































































































coming	to	understand,	but	also	 in	 the	continuing	 joys	of	apparent	 facility	and	 intellectual	
















































































































































contextual	details.	 In	return	 for	 this	 loss	of	 informational	richness,	we	get	 to	express	our	














ficking.	 Indicators	present	 themselves	 in	 the	 form	of	a	 single,	 easy-to-use,	easy-to-under-
stand	numerical	score.	These	 indicators,	she	says,	hide	the	complexity	and	subjectivity	of	












ies.	And	 the	sense	of	 facility	 is	even	stronger	 in	 large-scale	 institutions,	where	 the	use	of	
numbers	has	been	stringently	 regularized.	Because	of	 the	portability	of	numbers	and	 the	



























lege’s	ELOs,	which	 in	turn	support	the	university’s	ELOs	and,	 in	turn,	 the	University	Core	
Values.	And	my	grasp	of	this	system	can	give	me	a	certain	sense	of	cognitive	facility.	I	can	
easily	generate	explanations	of	course	content	and	generate	evidence	of	teaching	success.	





























































epistemic	oppression.	 Ideas	 that	can	be	easily	expressed	 in	 the	 institutional	 language	are	
readily	entered	into	the	shared	knowledge	base.	But	the	standardization	of	language	puts	a	












non-standardized	 information	will	be	subject	 to	 incredible	 friction.	This	creates	a	 further	
























































































































































temic	 Dependence	 on	 Experts.”	 Synthese.	 https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-018-
1692-0.	
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